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AN EVALUATION OF SUPERFUND 
Tanya Michele Atwood 
Introduction 
Imagine strange-looking viscous chemi-
cals oozing through your basement walls, floor 
and sump holes. Imagine all the vegetation 
near your home becoming withered and 
scorched. Imagine large puddles becoming 
permanent backyard fixtures or leaking, cor-
roded 55-gallon drums emerging from new 
holes opening up in the fields . Worst of all, 
imagine the local authorities insisting there is 
nothing to worry about. For the residents of 
Love Canal in Niagara, New York, this was 
reality in the 1970's. It was not until August 2, 
1978, that the Health Commission of New 
York proclaimed "the existence of a great and 
imminent peril to the health of the general 
public" of Love Canal. (Nadakavukaren, p. 384) 
According to U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency soil analyses and air samples taken 
from basements, the environment of Love Ca-
nal was highly contaminated with more than 
200 different chemicals, twelve of which were 
known or suspected carcinogens. High levels 
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of benzene were also present in the air. On 
August 7, 1978, President Carter declared Love 
Canal a national emergency. Added to the 
original crisis was the fact that significantly 
elevated rates of miscarriage, birth defects and 
chromosomal abnormalities were found among 
the residents of Love Canal. (Nadakavukaren, 
p. 384) Although these problems were later 
found to be unrelated to the contamination, 
public awareness of the tragedy at Love Canal 
grew rapidly. The public, especially those di-
rectly affected, demanded immediate action. 
After a wet spring in 1983, the authorities 
of Times Beach, Missouri, investigated the 
high levels of dioxin contamination showing 
up in the immediate area. Over several years, 
an increasing number of health problems be-
gan to appear including miscarriages, birth 
defects, neurological disorders , impair-
ment of the immune system and cancer. 
(Nadakavukaren, p. 159) The cause of the dan-
gerously high level of dioxin was traced to the 
1970's when an oil laced with toxic chemicals 
was used on the roads to control dust. This oil 
endangered and changed the lives of many. 
Twenty-five miles south of Louisville, 
Kentucky, a similar emergency occurred on a 
7 -acre rural site which later came to be called 
"Valley of the Drums." This land was discov-
ered to have been a dumpsite for approxi-
mately 17,000 drums, 6,000 of which had toxic 
wastes leaking from them. There were 200 
different organic chemicals and 30 metals 
found at this privately owned dumpsite. The 
owner had been paid by industrial firms in the 
Louisville area to properly dispose of their waste. 
Instead, this man endangered the environment 
and the lives of many people by keeping the 
money and dumping the drums on his own land. 
Careless disposal and indiscriminate use 
of hazardous waste in the past has endangered 
the lives of millions of citizens in thousands of 
communities across the country. The tragic 
events at Love Canal, Times Beach, and "Valley 
of the Drums" are only a few examples of the 
crucial problem of hazardous waste manage-
ment in the United States. In this paper I will 
analyze the problem of hazardous waste dis-
posal and discuss the Superfund Act which was 
created to deal with the cleanup of improperly 
managed hazardous waste sites. I will then 
describe the major features of Superfund and 
examine the progress of the program to date. 
I will conclude by discussing the future of 
Superfund and offer some recommendations 
for its improvement. 
Hazardous Waste Defined 
It is important to understand the defini-
tion of hazardous waste and the dangers asso-
ciated with improper management. According 
to the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act of 1976, hazardous waste is defined by the 
degree of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity and/ 
or reactivity of substances. Thus, hazardous 
waste includes acids, toxic chemicals, explo-
sives and other harmful or potentially harmful 
waste. (Vesilind and Peirce, p. 192) The Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 
defines hazardous waste as "elements, com-
pounds, mixtures, solutions, and substances 
which, when released into the environment, 
may present substantial danger to the public 
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health or welfare or the environment." (99th 
Congress, p. 9) It is important to note that 
radioactive wastes are not included under the 
definition of hazardous waste because the gen-
eration, handling, and processing of radioac-
tive wastes differ greatly from that of non-
radioactive wastes. As a result, radioactive 
wastes are regulated by different laws. Ex-
amples of hazardous wastes include pesticides, 
heavy metals, organic solvents, cleaning agents 
and acids, to name just a few. As industry has 
progressed over the years, new industrial 
chemicals with possible new by-products and 
chemical wastes have also appeared. 
An increasing number of chemicals have 
been regarded as possible causes of cancer, 
birth defects, and/or health problems. As a 
result, newer, more effective methods of 
cleanup are needed for these hazardous wastes. 
Two methods of waste management that ap-
pear to control risks involved with hazardous 
waste disposal are well designed hazardous 
waste landfills and high-temperature incin-
eration. Unfortunately, these methods are very 
expensive. Less expensive, yet effective, meth-
ods for disposing of waste are badly needed. 
There are several problems associated with 
hazardous waste disposal. The conservation of 
scarce resources is greatly affected by the meth-
ods of hazardous waste disposal. Public health is 
also endangered due to the numerous risks in-
volved with managing hazardous substances. 
Corporations face increasing liability when haz-
ardous wastes are the result of their activities. A 
final major drawback of hazardous waste disposal 
is that it involves major financial costs. 
According to O'Brien & Cere Engineers, 
Inc., 240 million tons of hazardous waste are 
generated each year. This incredible amount 
of hazardous waste has been generated for 
years; yet most of it has been neither appropri-
ately treated nor correctly disposed of. Repre-
sentatives of O'Brien & Cere Engineers, Inc. 
feel that the key to successful remediation of 
improperly managed hazardous waste disposal 
is education: education of the parties poten-
tially responsible for the wastes in disposal 
sites, education of the government regulators, 
and education of the engineers and scientists 
who must implement the remediation tech-
nology. (Bellandi, p. v.) 
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Creation of Superfund 
Prior to 1980, several laws pertaining to 
pollution had been promulgated. The Federal 
Clean Water Act of 1972 established ana-
tional goal that the discharge of pollutants 
into navigable waters be eliminated by 1985 
and that by 1983, wherever possible, water 
quality sufficient to support fishing and swim-
ming would be attained. The Act set up a 
system of awarding federal grants for the con-
struction of publicly owned water pollution 
control facilities. (Billings, p. 32) Although it 
was a major step in the right direction, noth-
ing in this Act addressed the hazardous waste 
problems on land. 
The National Contingency Plan (NCP) 
originally developed under the Clean Water 
Act was created to deal with the management 
of hazardous waste disposal. The NCP pro-
vided detailed directions as to the actions to be 
taken at a hazardous waste site, including an 
initial assessment to determine if an emer-
gency or imminent threat exists and emer-
gency response actions. The NCP also described 
the steps to be taken for a detailed evaluation of 
the risks associated with a site. The Plan needed 
many refinements, but it became the guiding 
principle behind the creation of Superfund. 
In 1976 the Toxic Substance Control Act 
was created, giving the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) the job of identifying and 
controlling the production of chemicals that 
pose unreasonable risks to human health or 
the environment through their manufactur-
ing, processing, commercial distribution, use 
or disposal. This Act had its flaws, especially 
since it set forth the conflicting goals of pro-
tecting technological development and assur-
ing environmental safety. 
The Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act of 1976 (RCRA-76) gave the EPA the 
authority to regulate the generation, trans-
port and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA-
76 created guidelines for hazardous waste man-
agement and disposal. One technique required 
by the Act was a system for tracking hazardous 
waste from its time and point of generation to 
its disposal. Both the Toxic Substance Control 
Act and RCRA-76 brought about important 
changes in the day-to-day operations of the 
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United States chemical industries. 
In 1980 the Comprehensive Environmen-
tal Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), also known as Superfund, was en-
acted for the primary purpose of cleaning up 
hazardous waste sites. There were four key 
objectives of CERCLA: 
l) to establish a comprehensive informa-
tion-gathering system that would identify the 
worst existing hazardous waste sites and de-
velop priorities for the response actions; 
2) to identify the responsible parties and 
determine their cleanup and restitution cost 
liabilities; 
3) to develop a Hazardous Substance Trust 
Fund of $1.6 billion to pay for removal and 
remedial cleanups. This fund would be utilized 
in emergency situations and when no liable 
parties were found; 
4) to establish a federal authority to re-
spond to hazardous waste emergencies and 
clean up leaking sites. Cleanup actions were 
categorized as either removal actions or reme-
dial actions. The removal actions required 
short-term, emergency responses, while the 
remedial actions necessitated long-term 
solutions. 
In 1986, the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA) was passed mak-
ing several important improvements to the 
original Superfund Act of 1980. In addition to 
increasing the fund from $1.6 billion to $8.5 
billion, other changes were made. Actual time 
and cost constraints were placed on removal 
actions, and all short-term removal actions 
were to be designed in such a way that they 
would contribute to the efficient performance 
of any long-term remedial actions. 
It was hoped that Superfund would en-
courage responsible parties to pay for clean-
ups, and SARA enhanced the EPA's enforce-
ment powers regarding this matter. The EPA 
was given statutory authority to use settle-
ment agreements with the responsible parties, 
and these responsible parties were also given 
specific procedures for reaching their obliga-
tions. SARA also increased the criminal penal-
ties for failure to report any release of hazard-
ous wastes into the environment. EPA's access 
to hazardous waste sites for the completion of 
investigation and cleanups was improved, and 
enforcement authorities were required to keep 
administrative records of their enforcement 
actions at National Priorities List sites. 
SARA increased state involvement by re-
quiring EPA to develop and implement regula-
tions that would assure the involvement of 
state authorities. States were required to par-
ticipate in identifying National Priority List 
sites. The National Priority List (NPL) estab-
lishes targets for long-term remedial action 
and identifies the worst abandoned or uncon-
trolled hazardous waste sites in the nation. 
This list was first published in 1982, and it is 
continuously updated. Under SARA, states must 
review all preliminary documents related to 
Superfund remedial actions as well as the final 
plans. They are required to participate in ~ll 
enforcement negotiations as well as concur m 
agreements that EPA has with responsi?le 
parties. Finally, the states are to agree w1th 
EPA and responsible parties that a Superfund 
cleanup is complete. (U.S. EPA, p. 11) 
Under SARA steps were taken to improve 
emergency planning. Each state governor ap-
pointed commissions which were required to 
formulate plans for dealing with hazardous 
waste emergencies. EPA was to publish a list of 
extremely hazardous substances and write 
regulations estimating the quantity which 
must be present in the environment in order 
for a site to be declared an emergency. In 
addition, facilities that produced, used or stored 
hazardous waste were required to notify state 
emergency planning commissions of their ac-
tivities. Immediate notification of hazardous 
waste release in excess of EPA determined 
limits was required as well. 
Since the original Superfund Act had no 
provisions regarding research and develop-
ment, SARA established a comprehensive and 
coordinated research and development pro-
gram. Training programs for hazardous waste 
response and research were created as well. 
SARA also included new provisions that cre-
ated stronger citizen rights. First, SARA en-
sured public participation in the formation of 
plans for Superfund actions. It also authorized 
technical assistance grants which would en-
able citizens to hire experts to explain the 
Superfund program and problems. Finally, 
SARA gave citizens the right to sue any person 
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or government entity for alleged violation of 
any provision of the Superfund Act. 
Critical Aspects of Superfund 
Cleanup 
The underlying goal of Superfund is the 
achievement of private-party cleanups. The 
program outlines the steps to be taken in 
cleaning up a Superfund site. The first step is 
the initial warning in which individuals would 
report their concerns to the proper authori-
ties. Next comes the identification of the site 
and a preliminary assessment. This includes 
finding out the background information about 
the site and the potential hazards faced. The 
third step involves the conducting of a site 
inspection in which information is collected. 
Following this is the ranking of sites for inclu-
sion in the National Priorities List. The rankings 
are based on the type, quantity, and toxicity of 
wastes, the number of people potentially ex-
posed to danger, the likely pathways of expo-
sure, and the importance and vulnerability of 
the underlying supply of ground water. The 
fifth step in a Superfund cleanup is remedial 
investigation. In this step, a cleanup strategy 
best suited for the site is selected, and a care-
fully designed field study is undertaken. Next, 
a feasibility study is done which analyzes alter-
native cleanup approaches based on relative 
effectiveness and cost, and a Record of Deci-
sion is issued which sets forth the selected 
remedy. The final step in a Superfund cleanup 
is the removal action. 
The EPA is responsible for the short -term 
removal of imminent hazards which have the 
potential for fire, explosion or the contamina-
tion of drinking water. This short-term action 
can range from something as simple as putting 
up security fencing to actually removing the 
hazardous waste. This removal action is car-
ried out at all hazardous waste sites- not just 
those on the NPL. (U.S. EPA, p. 5) 
Liability 
The most important job in cleaning up a 
Superfund site is finding the potentially re-
sponsible parties. There are three principles of 
liability used by the federal government re-
garding responsible parties: joint and several 
liability, strict liability, and retroactive liabil-
ity. Under joint and several liability, parties 
responsible for the hazardous waste at a 
Superfund site can all be sued together or one 
may be sued for 100% of the cleanup costs. 
Strict liability is liability imposed with-
out showing fault. If a generator's hazardous 
substance is located at a site, the party be-
comes liable without willful or inadvertent 
negligence needing to be established. The gen-
erator of a hazardous substance is liable under 
Superfund if the government can prove one or 
more of the following: 
l) the generator's hazardous substances 
were at some time in the past shipped 
to the site; 
2) the generator's hazardous substances 
or substances like those of the gen-
erator were found at the site; 
3) there was a release or a threatened 
release of any hazardous substance at 
the site; 
4) the release or threatened release 
caused the occurrence of the response. 
Retroactive liability, finally, means that 
parties who followed proper procedures sev-
eral years earlier regarding hazardous waste 
disposal may be liable if their actions no longer 
conform to current procedures. 
One aspect of Superfund regarding re-
sponsible parties has been heavily criticized. 
Originally Superfund extended liability for 
cleanup costs to all owners of contaminated 
properties, regardless of the circumstances 
surrounding their ownership. Under CERCLA, 
individuals or parties who involuntarily or 
innocently acquired former disposal sites had 
been required to pay for cleanup, even when 
the cost exceeded the value of the land. One of 
several well publicized cases was that of U.S. v. 
Maryland Bank & Trust Company. The Mary-
land Bank & Trust Company had made a mort-
gage loan of $335,000 on a piece of land. The 
borrower defaulted, and the bank took title to 
the property through foreclosure. The state 
and federal authorities subsequently deter-
mined that the land was actually a contami-
nated waste site requiring cleanup under 
Superfund. As a result, the bank was held liable 
for cleanup costs of more than $550,000. 
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(Findley & Farber, p.180) Cases like this caused 
Congress to take a look at this aspect of liability 
under Superfund. Under a new provision, "in-
nocent landowners" who acquire property with-
out reason to know that hazardous substances 
have been disposed of there are not liable as 
owners under the previous related provision, 
as long as they have shown due diligence in 
attempting to determine if the land was once a 
waste site. 
Progress to Date 
Superfund was a frontal attack on the 
nation's hazardous waste sites. It was created 
under the assumption that there were a few 
hundred discrete, land-based cleanups. (Reilly, 
p. 1) After a review of the first six years of the 
program, it was evident that the cleanup of 
Superfund sites would not be as easy as had 
originally been anticipated. By the end of 1986 
over 25,000 potentially hazardous waste sites 
had been reported to EPA. By June, 1989, the 
number had increased to over 30,000 sites. 
Site investigations have now been completed 
at 6,484 sites identified as potential threats to 
human health or the environment. Informa-
tion collected from these sites has resulted in 
888 sites being either listed or proposed for 
listing on the NPL. Detailed investigation and 
planning for remedial action has begun at 4 73 
NPL sites, and the design of remedial cleanups 
is scheduled for implementation at 110 NPL 
sites and 12 non-NPL sites. Only 14 sites have 
been removed from the NPL as a result of 
actions taken by EPA, states, and responsible 
parties. Another 156 cleanups have been put in 
progress, and implementation of cleanup rem-
edies has been funded at 137 NPL sites and 19 
non-NPL sites. (U.S. EPA, p. 4) The estimated 
cleanup cost at the current NPL sites is $30 
billion. (Reilly, p. 3) 
Evaluation of the Progress 
The cleanup of hazardous waste is a large, 
complex, long-term problem. The competent 
and highly motivated technical staff of the EPA 
is continually facing an increase in their 
workloads and a decline in public support. 
Numerous problems have resulted due to the 
haste with which Superfund was designed, 
enacted and put into place. The difficulty lies 
in the fact that Superfund is a far-reaching 
national engineering program that has not 
had the benefit of a single field trial. (Reilly, p. 3) 
In the 1980's, there were high expecta-
tions from the general public of quick success 
for the Superfund Program. The simple prob-
lem of cleaning up an estimated few hundred 
sites with a $1.6 billion "war chest" turned out 
to be far more complex and diffuse than ever 
imagined, however. As a result, Superfund is 
viewed by many as being unsuccessful due to 
its slow progress. (Reilly, p. 1) The main mea-
sure of success is the final cleanup of all sites 
on the NPL. However, the final cleanup ofNPL 
sites is a very distant goal that will not be 
realized until the next century. The measure 
that really should be used to evaluate the 
program is the ability of the government and 
potentially responsible parties to quickly re-
move the sources of immediate risk to the 
public's health and safety. Moreover, EPA-
managed cleanups under Superfund have so 
far required on average 5.54 calendar years 
from start to finish. More cleanups will be 
completed in the years to come as work pro-
ceeds at sites where preliminary cleanup stages 
have been completed. (U.S. EPA, p. 4) 
The dilemma facing Superfund is how to 
reduce environmental risks from a growing 
list of sites. Each new site presents new com-
plexities due to the incomplete knowledge and 
undeveloped technology available to experts. 
(Reilly, p. 2) Citizens have begun to question 
the commitment of their government to pro-
tect their rights to a clean and healthy envi-
ronment. Congress has become impatient from 
the pressure from the vocally dissatisfied pub-
lic, and it constantly implements more ambi-
tious targets. These new targets just create 
more unrealistic deadlines to be met by a 
program that faces enough problems already. 
Future Goals of Superfund 
Superfund and SARA have many goals for 
the future. SARA set forth EPA deadlines that 
called for the completion of 275 remedial in-
vestigations and feasibility studies by 1989, as 
well as 175 remedial actions being in the final 
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cleanup stage by the same time. By the end of 
1991,200 more sites are to be added to this list. 
(U.S. EPA, p. 22) To date the progress of the 
Superfund program has been disappointing. 
There are over 1,200 sites on the continually 
growing National Priority List, and state envi-
ronmental agencies list more. Emergency 
cleanups have been undertaken at more than 
400 sites, but only about 60 sites have been 
cleaned up. Overall, $11.2 billion has been 
spent or committed under the program. (Feder, 
p. 6) Managerial and technical challenges will 
continue to be intense, but the preliminary 
work already done will be helpful in meeting 
the goals. Permanent cleanup remedies are 
another goal of the program that will require 
more attention. Intensified research and de-
velopment are required because alternative 
technologies are needed that will effectively 
handle hazardous substances and produce 
permanent cleanup results at Superfund 
sites. 
One of the toughest goals will be easing 
the managerial burdens that have resulted 
from increasing the Fund from $1.6 billion to 
$8.5 billion. By the end of 1991, the Fund will 
once again be reauthorized with new goals 
being established. More efficient management 
is needed to meet statutory deadlines and make 
these deadlines stick by implementing perma-
nent cleanup remedies. With all of the prepa-
rations that go into cleaning up a site, manage-
ment must ensure that the money goes for 
cleanups, not for overhead. By centralizing the 
managerial control for each cleanup, the work 
on a Superfund project will be expedited, and 
the quality of the work done will be increased. 
(U.S. EPA, p. 23) 
Another goal of the Superfund program 
is stronger liability enforcement. Currently, 
settlement agreements and cost-recovery law-
suits have yielded only $657 million for 
Superfund. (U.S. EPA, p. 23) More money 
coming from liable parties is expected over the 
next several years. Greater state involvement 
is another goal. SARA now requires that states 
be involved in the entire process of cleaning up 
a site, and regulations to assure this involve-
ment will be created. Congress has also stressed 
the importance of more community involve-
ment. Such involvement would include allow-
ing the public an even more active role in the 
Superfund decision-making process. 
Overall, the Superfund program faces a 
complex range of new challenges that lie ahead. 
Although much knowledge has been obtained 
over the past several years, much more work is 
necessary to ensure the success of the program. 
Recommendations 
As of 1989, the U.S. EPA had already spent 
over $4 billion on the Superfund program, and 
it will have spent an additional $6 billion over 
the following three years. However, the cur-
rent implementation strategy of the program 
will not allow it to achieve the goals set by 
Congress or meet the expectations of the 
public. (Clean Sites, p. i) In 1991 the 
reauthorization of Superfund will take place, 
at which time possible remedies to the prob-
lems facing the program will be discussed. 
Analysts have suggested some major recom-
mendations that would change the direction 
of federal programs, making them more effec-
tive in dealing with the toxic wastes that con-
tinue to be a major environmental hazard to 
the public. 
One recommendation suggested by ex-
perts is for the EPA to strengthen its enforce-
ment and settlement powers in order to in-
crease responsible party cleanups. As 
mentioned earlier, finding the liable parties 
and getting them to pay for the damages is a 
major problem facing the Superfund program. 
A strategic enforcement program should be 
set up as soon as possible to place more pres-
sure on responsible parties. This enforcement 
program should include: 
l) the EPA's directing a significant num-
ber of administrative orders and judicial en-
forcement actions towards recalcitrant respon-
sible parties to impel them to participate in 
site cleanups; 
2) the EPA's increasing the number of 
cost recovery actions brought against respon-
sible parties and filing these actions sooner; 
3) the EPA's demonstrating visibly the 
will to enforce by vigorously pursuing more 
cases. (Clean Sites, p. iii) 
Another recommendation which has been 
offered for improving the Superfund program 
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is to define new measures of program success. 
Many times the success of the program is 
measured simply on the basis of the number of 
sites under investigation, while the real mea-
sure of success should be the actual achieve-
ments. These achievements should include 
the speed at which the EPA is cleaning up sites, 
the quality of the cleanups done, the number 
of cleanups financed by responsible parties, 
and the number of sites where the EPA is 
seeking private party response through en-
forcement actions. (Clean Sites, p. iv) 
The biggest challenge of Superfund, 
though, is to somehow resolve the problem of 
expectations. On the one hand there is a need 
for full community involvement; however, full 
community involvement can hinder prompt 
cleanups. Many people feel that consistency in 
cleaning up sites throughout the nation is 
needed; but due to the uniqueness of each site, 
autonomous management would hasten the 
cleanup process. It is important to note that 
the EPA lacks enough qualified engineers to 
effectively clean up all the improperly man-
aged hazardous waste sites. As a result, a par-
tial solution would be complete cleanup at 
some sites and incremental cleanup at other 
sites, with the EPA concentrating on remov-
ing the most dangerous sites as quickly as 
possible. If wastes are to remain at the sites, 
reviews should be conducted every few years to 
ensure the site's safety. 
Due to the complex nature of the hazard-
ous waste problem, the public has limited 
knowledge of the progress being made in clean-
ing up hazardous waste sites, thus making it 
difficult to support the Superfund program. 
The public demands action in a timely matter 
with minimal costs. The EPA must make the 
public aware of what is being done at the sites, 
as well as the limitations involved with clean-
ing up these sites. 
Most citizens want to see more action 
from potentially responsible parties. As one 
person put it: 
We didn't cause this problem, 
but we're living with it. We have a 
right to influence cleanup decisions. 
The company that caused the prob-
lem will have much more influence 
than us on these cleanup decisions. 
They will have high-powered attor-
neys and technical advisors who 
speak EPA's language. They have 
access to information that we do not 
have, and they have lots of time and 
resources to devote to influencing 
EPA's decision. The situation is un-
fair to us. (Reilly, p. 5-3) 
In order for the Superfund program to 
work, something must be done to alleviate the 
public's feelings of skepticism towards the 
government and, more specifically, towards 
the EPA. Put simply, the EPA needs to gain 
public support, and this can be done in several 
ways. The EPA can give citizens a greater role 
in making decisions about the cleanup of a 
Superfund site. Citizens might be given the 
same technical information as the EPA and 
potentially responsible parties. The EPA should 
also take time to deal with the public's con-
cerns, explain to the public what the EPA does 
and why, and allow the public to comment on 
EPA actions. Overall, citizens should be in-
volved early in the process, and they should be 
regularly updated on the progress at a site. 
Involving citizens in the cleanup process 
will require improved communication. This 
communication should be the responsibility 
of everyone involved in the process, and must 
be accurate, timely and meaningful. The lan-
guage used should be understandable by the 
general public, not just by experts. Improved 
communication can also help eliminate the 
public's perception that no action at a site 
means absolutely no progress. As was stated 
earlier, the final cleanup of a site may take 
several years, and progress occurs slowly. 
A responsive administration is needed to 
effectively reach the goal of quick, safe clean-
ups. A major problem for Superfund is retain-
ing a skilled technical staff. Due to unattrac-
tive salaries and benefits, an overwhelming 
amount of paperwork, a lack of secretarial 
support, and poor communication, turnover 
among Superfund personnel is extremely high. 
This high turnover only adds to the problems 
already at hand. 
Conclusion 
The cleanup of improperly managed haz-
ardous waste sites began as a small, apparently 
simple task but has developed into an over-
whelming, nationwide problem. Expectations 
of immediate results are high, and pressure 
from the increasingly environmentally-con-
scious public has created a monumental task 
for the Superfund program. Some of the major 
problems facing the program include finding 
the responsible parties and enforcing their 
monetary liabilities, coming up with the tech-
nology necessary to ensure long-term rem-
edies, and receiving support from the public. 
Due to the unrealistic expectations put forth 
when the program emerged in 1980 and the 
miscalculation of the magnitude of the prob-
lem, however, the program has been strongly 
criticized. What is necessary now is for new 
criteria to be established for evaluating the 
program, and for more effective management 
practices to be implemented if Superfund is to 
succeed in combatting the hazardous waste 
problem. 
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